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AMENDMENTS TO WAR ORPHANS’ EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE ACT AND VETERANS’ READJUSTMENT 
ASSISTANCE ACT 


TUESDAY, JULY 21, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EpucATION AND TRAINING 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 356, Old House Office 
bul Hon. W. J. Bryan Dorn (chairman of the 


pres 
g Me Doan. The subcommittee will come to order. 
We are meeting this morning to consider H.R. 4306, introduced by 
as entleman from Texas, Mr. Thornberry, and H.R. 7 724, sponsored 
p<: gentleman from Texas, Mr. Beckworth. 
| eT R. 4306 would amend the war orphans chapter of the United 
[States Code, chapter 35, to provide educational assistance to children 
of persons who die as a result of service-connected disability arising 
out of military service performed between January 31, 1955, and the 
date when individuals can no longer be inducted into military service. 
H.R. 7724 would amend chapter 33 of title 38, United States Code, 
as follows: 
‘ (c) As used in this section the term ‘‘change of program of education or training” 
shall not be deemed to include a change from the pursuit of one poeen to 


ursuit of another where the first program is seneastins to, or generally required 
or, entrance into pursuit of the second. 


Without objection I will insert at this point the text of the legis- 
lation together with the reports which have been received from the 
Veterans’ Administration thereon. 

Also I will insert statements which have been submitted by veterans’ 
organizations. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., June 22, 1959. 
Hon. Ourn E. 


Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, ~~ 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Tracus: The following comments are furnished in response to 
your request for a report by the Veterans’ Administration on H.R. 7724, 86th. 
Congress, a bill to amend section 1622 of title 38 of the United States Code in 
order to clarify the meaning of the term “change of program of education or 
training” as used in such section. 

The purpose of the bill is to provide that, in determining whether a veteran~ ‘ 
trainee may make a change in his program of education or training— 

“a change from the pursuit of one program to pursuit. f another where the first’ 
pengease is prerequisite to, or generally soaueed for, entrance into pursuit of the 
second’ — 
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will be considered a continuation of his original program rather than a change 
to a new program. Since a trainee may make only one change of program, the 
question of what constitutes a change may be controlling in determining whether 
an education and training allowance is payable. 

The present requirements that a veteran’s program of education or training 
must be directed toward the attainment of a predetermined and identified educa- 
tional, vocational, or professional objective, and that he may make only one 
change in his program, are two of several remedial provisions designed to avoid 
certain abuses which had developed in connection with the education and training 
program for World War II veterans under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944. In particular, these two provisions were intended to prevent the situation 
known as ‘‘course hopping’”’ where’a trainee would successively pursue a number 
of unrelated courses until his entitlement to monetary allowances under the act 
was exhausted. 

Unfortunately, these remedial and worthwhile provisions can work to the 
disadvantage of an individual veteran who fails to realize the necessity for specify- 
ing as his program objective the highest goal which it would be feasible for him to 
attain. An example of this situation arises when a veteran selects as his initial 
program objective the attainment of a bachelor’s degree. If upon completion of 
the work for the bachelor’s degree he desires to obtain a master’s degree, he may 
do so, but the change to the higher objective counts as his one ‘change of pro- 
gram,” so that should he later desire to strive for a doctor’s degree, the change 
to this objective cannot be authorized. The incongruity arises from the fact that 
the veteran could initially have specified the doctorate as his program objective, 
in which event successive pursuit of courses would not have involved even one 
change of program. 

This result may seem highly technical, but was not unforeseen. The House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs in its report of May 16, 1952, to accompany the 
bill which became the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (H. pt. 
1943, 82d Cong.), stated: 

“* * * o veteran might say that he was going to an institution of higher learn- 
ing to complete his work toward a bachelor of arts degree, and that at the end of 
that period he would continue his education toward a master of arts degree 
specifying in advance that this would constitute his selected — Such 
action would not be considered to be a change of program. owever, if the 
veteran indicated at the time of his application that he wished to obtain a bache- 
lor’s degree and later, after obtaining such degree, indicated he wished to continue 
toward a master’s degree, this would be considered a change in program.” 

The difficulty has always been the highly practical one of devising an objective 
test which does equity, does not open the doors to ‘‘course hopping,” and is 
feasible to administer. H.R. 7724 avoids the seemingly inequitable situation in 
which the veteran’s right. to continue with advanced education or training de- 
pended on the initial specification of the higher goal, and we do not believe that it 
would introduce any insuperable administrative problems. Accordingly, I 
recommend its favorable consideration by your committee. 

There is no basis upon which to estimate the probable increase in the cost of 
direct benefits which might be attributable to enactment of H.R. 7724, but 
obviously it would be relatively small. 

Advice was received from the Bureau of the Budget with respect to a similar 
a on an identical bill (8. 906) to the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 

elfare that there was no objection to the submission of the report to the com- 
mittee and that the Bureau would favor enactment of the legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Sumner G. Warrtier, Administrator. 


[H.R. 7724, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 1622 of title 38 of the United States Code in order to clarify the meaning of the 
term “‘change of program of education or training’’ as used in such section 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 1622 of title 38 of the United States 
Code is amended by adding at the end of such section the following new subsection: 

_“(e) As used in this section the term ‘change of program of education or train- 
ing’ shall not be deemed to include a change from the pursuit of one program to 
ursuit of another where the first program is prerequisite to, or theca 
or, entrance into pursuit of the second.” 
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VerTeRANs’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., April 2, 1959. 
Hon. Ourn E. TEacus, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ nee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Trscue: The following comments are furnished in response to your 
request for a report by the Veterans’ Administration on H.R. 4306, 86th Congress, 
a bill to provide education and training for the children of veterans dying of a 
service-connected disability incurred after January 31, 1955, and before the end 
of compulsory military service. 

This bill would amend chapter 35 of title 38, United States Code, to provide 
educational assistance for the children of persons who die as the result of a service- 
connected disability arising out of military service during the period between 
January 31, 1955, and the date when individuals are no longer liable for induction 
into the Armed Forces under the Universal Military Training and Service Act. 

This educational assistance benefit was established by the War Orphans’ Educa- 
tional Assistance Act of 1956 for the children of veterans who die from a World 
War I, World War II, or Korean conflict service-connected disability. The bene- 
fit takes the form of a monetary allowance while pursuing a program of education 
beyond the secondary school level or of special restorative training in those cases 
where a physical or mental disability.handicaps such a child in the pursuit of a 
program of education. In administrative details, the program is patterned after 
the education and training program provided as a readjustn ent benefit for vet- 
erans of the Korean conflict period. 

The same general age limitations of 18 to 23 years applicable under the existing 
was orphans’ educational program would apply to the new group. However. 
the bill contains a special provision that any child who is above the age of 17 and 
below the age of 23 on the date of its enactment will have 5 years thereafter to 
pursue his program of education. 

The War Orphans’ Educational Assistance Act was a considerable enlarge- 
ment of the area in which the Federal Government had acted to discharge its 
obligation to the dependents of war veterans who died from service causes. The 
basic program which has traditionally been provided for them is monthly compen- 
sation which, in the case of a child, continues beyond his 18th birthday and until 
his 21st birthday if he is pursuing a course in an approved educational institution, 
In granting the extraordinary added benefit of special educational assistance to 
the child under the War Orphans’ Act, the Congress closely limited it to the 
child of a veteran whose death resulted from a disability incurred during the war 

riod itself. For example, the basic war dates, December 7, 1941, to Daccuiber 

1, 1946, for World War II apply to this program, in contrast to the more extensive 

pg governing the readjustment programs for veterans. In the case of World 

ar II, these latter veterans’ programs embrace a service period beginning wivh 
the prewar draft date of September 16, 1940, and ending on July 25, 1947. 

The vin, parse ays recognition that this unusual supplementary form of assist- 
ance should apply only to circumstances producea by war service is further re- 
flected by the legislative course of bills which led to enactment of the War Orphans’ 
Act. The initial bills, including the final bill as reported by the House Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, restricted the coverage to cases in which the veteran parent 
had died from disability incurred in combat or from an instrumentality of war. 
As amended on the House floor, this provision was relaxed to include disabilities 
incurred in line of duty during the war period, but there was no extension of the 
war dates to cover a preceding or subsequent period in which the draft was 
operative. It seems clear that this program was regarded as especially geared to 
the family dislocations and the greater hazards incident to a war period involving 
mass mobilization and indefinite periods of service. 

We seriously question whether the underlying purposes of this special type of 
war program are realistically served if it is extended to children of veterans whose 
deaths result from disabilities incurred in service at the present time. There are 
significant differences in the nature and circumstances of that service when com- 
pared to the hazards and dislocations of service while the Nation is at war. 

Since this matter must be examined largely on the basis of the kind and condi- 
tions of service involved, it is quite pertinent to consider whether the situation 
would not be rather similar if, instead of service during a period of draft, the service 
concerned were in a normal time of peace. Except for the fact that in a normal 
time of peace the service would be performed largely by those following a military 
career, the problem would remain much the same. On the merits, therefore, the 
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proposed extension to cover tlie draft period might well bé!later urged as a prece- 
dent for providing a similar service-connected benefit for the children of those 
dying from disability incurred in routine peacetimé service. This, of course, 
would depart radically from the essential purposes of the war orphans’ program 
as it was originally conceived and now operates. 

It is estimated that the direct benefit cost attributable to enactment of the bill 
during the next 5 years would apgrorimate $114,000 in fiscal year 1960; $339,000 
in fiscal year 1961; $656,000 in fiscal year 1962; $1,100,000 in fiscal year 1963; 
and $1,500,000 in fiscal year 1964. Annual costs would rise slowly after the first 
5 years to a peak of no more than $3 million. 

In view of the foregoing, I am unable to recommend favorable consideration 
of H.R. 4306 by your committee. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget with respect to a 
similar report to the Senate Commitvee on Labor and Public Welfare on a bill 
having the same purpose (S. 1050) that there would be no objection to the sub- 
mission of the report to the committee and that the Bureau strongly recommends 
that the legislation not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
BrapForp Morss, 
Deputy Administrator. 
(For and in the absence of Sumner G. Whittier, Administrator). 


[H.R. 4306, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide education and training for the children of veterans dying of a service-connected 
disability incurred after January 31, 1955, and before the end of compulsory military service 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representotives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 101 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

(28) The term ‘induction period’ means the period beginning on February 1, 
1955, and ending on the day before the first day thereafter on which individuals 
(other than individuals liable for induction by reason of a prior deferment) are 
no longer liable for induction for training and service into the Armed Forces 
under the Universal Military Training and Service Act.” 

Sec. 2. Paragraph (1) of subsection (a), and subsection (c), of section 1701 
of title 38, United States Code, are each amended by striking out ‘qr the Korean 
conflict’ and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘the Korean conflict, or the 
induction period’’. 

Sec. 3. In the case of any individual who is an “eligible person” within the 
meaning of seetion 1701(a)(1) of title 38; United States Code, solely by virtue 
of the amendments made by this Act, and who is above the age of seventeen 
years and below the age of twenty-three years on the date of enactment of this 
Act, the period referred to in section 1712 of title 38, United States Code, shall 
not end with respect to such individual until the expiration of the five-year period 


which begins on the date of enactment of this Act. 


DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
Nationa Servics Heapquarters, 
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1959. 
Hon. Our E, Teacue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Teacue: This has reference to the hearing scheduled for ge Le 
1959, before the Education and Training Subcommittee in connection with H.R. 
—_ oe eg 7724. In lieu of a personal appearance this statement is filed for 
the record. 

While we do not have a specific mandate on the subject of H.R. 4306, which 
bill would provide education and training assistance for the children of veterans 
dying of a service-connected disability incurred after January 31, 1955, and before 
the end of compulsory military service, the Disabled American Veterans does have 
a national convention mandate closely allied thereto. Resolution No. 261 of the 
1958 Louisville, Ky., national convention, reads in part as follows: 

“Therefore be it Resolved, That we do here recommend that necessary onan 
be introduced into the 86th Congress to provide an extension of Public Law 894 
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benefits” (now title 38, U.S.C.) ‘‘to those ex-service men and women who entered 
the Armed Forces after January 31, 1955, and who incurred service-connec 
disabilities so long as the Selective Service Act is in full force and effect.” 

It, therefore, logically follows that the DAV endorses and supports the provi- 
sions of H.R. 4306, In the matter of the other bill under consideration, H.R. 
7724, the DAV offers no comment although no objection is seen to this proposal 
which is technical in nature and involves a change in prpetas. 

It is hoped that in addition to the two scheduled bills the subcommittee will 
also bring up and consider H.R. 4582, a bill to provide educational assistance for 
the children of living veterans who themselves are permanently and totally 
disabled by reason of wartime service-connected disability. This is a most 
meritorious measure and deserves committee support. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELmer M. FREUDENBERGER, 
Acting National Director of Legislation. 


AMVETS, 
OrricE or THE LEGISLATIVE DrREcToR, 
NatTIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 
Washington, D.C., July 21, 1959. 
Hon, Ouin E, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Education and Training, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Cuarnrman: AMVETS appreciates this opportunity to present our 
views on H.R. 4306, a bill which would provide education and training for the 
children of veterans ‘er, of a service-connected disability incurred after Janu- 
ary 31, 1955, and before the end of compulsory military service. Also being con- 
sidered by this committee is H.R. 7724, a bili designed to clarify the meaning of 
the term ‘‘change of program of education or training”’ as used in section 1622 of 
title 38 of the United States Code. 

AMVETS strongly supports the provisions contained in H.R. 4306, which 
would provide educational benefits for children of veterans dying of a service- 
connected disability incurred after January 31, 1955. This organization has long 
recognized the major contribution to our national security made by those servite- 
men who have entered military service following the Korean war. While they 
have not served during a strictly wartime period they have, nevertheless, had to 
live while in service under conditions very similar to those of wartime. The con- 
stant cold war that has been carried on by the Iron Curtain countries and the 

eneral tense world conditions that have prevailed have made it necessary for the 

nited States to have forces, stationed throughout the world fully prepared and 
ready at a moment’s notice to go into action, This type of military service is, 
in our are entirely different than routine peacetime duty. 

VE S has long championed the cause of the so-called peacetime exservice- 
man recognizing the part he has played in our national defense structure and 
have strongly advocated for him a limited GI bill. Our organization has taken 
the position that so long as young men must undergo compulsory military train- 
ing that some compensating benefits should be available to them upon their re- 
turn to civilian life. 

This being our basic philosophy, the proposal contained in H.R. 4306 is whole 
heartedly endorsed by our organization. Edueational benefits have been pro- 
vided for the children of World War I, World War II, and Korean veterans who 
have died from a service-connected disability. It is difficult to find any real 
distinction between a service-connected death occurring during wartime and one 
occurring during peacetime. The effect of the veteran’s death on his family is 
the same regardless of the time that death occurs. It is an entirely reasonable 
concept that the Government should assume the responsibility for the education 
of the children of a veteran who dies from a cause attributable to his service. 

In the judgment of AMVETS the passage of this bill would not only tre- 
mendously assist the veteran’s family but would be a benefit to the country as 
well. It would not only prove a sound investment for the United States in terms 
of tax returns and economic growth but would also demonstrate the appreciation 
of a grateful Nation for the service rendered by the deceased veteran. AMVETS 
urges your favorable action on this bill. 

Along with endorsing H.R. 4306, AMVETS also lends its support to H.R. 7724 
which would clarify the meaning of the term ‘‘change of program of education or 
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training” as used in section 1622 of title 38 of the United States Code. The 
clarification of this term has been long needed and we are happy that corrective 
legislation has been initiated. 


th H.R. 7724 and H.R. 4306 under consideration by this committee have 


AMVETS full support and we urge that they receive prompt and favorable 
consideration. 


Very sincerely yours, 


James W. Harvey, 
i Assistant Legislative Director. 


Tue American LEGION, 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 


Washington, D.C., July 15, 1959. 
Hon. Wrtuiam Jennincs Bryan Dorn, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. _ 


Dear ConGREssMAN Dorn: I understand that you will preside at a meeting 
of the Subcommittee on Education and Training of the House Veterans’ Affairs 
He ase scheduled to be held on July 21 in connection with H.R. 4306 and 

7: . 


The American Legion is not asking for the privilege of a personal appearance 


on either one of these bills. 

We are not in a position to support H.R. 4306. 

In connection with H.R. 7724, while we have no resolution on the subject 
matter, I would advise that the American Legion’s rehabilitation representatives 
feel such an amendment. to section 1622 of title 38 of the United States Code is 


earaie. We, therefore, trust the subcommittee will favorably consider H.R. 
4. 


With kind regards, 
Sincerely, 


Mixes D. Kennepy, Director. 


Mr. Dorn. It is my personal pleasure to have with us this ieee | 
a_distinguished member of the House Rules Committee who wi 
appear in behalf of his bill. ; 
am sorry Mr. Teague could not be here. He is out of the city on 

official business. I am sure he would want me to extend to you his 
personal greetings and salutations, also. 

We are delighted to have you. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HOMER THORNBERRY ON 
H.R. 4306 


Mr. Tuornserry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am grateful to 
ou and Mr. Adair for giving me the opportunity to appear here in 
half of the bill to which you have referred, H.R. 4306, which I have 
introduced to provide education and training for the children of 
veterans dying of service-connected disabilities incurred after January 
31, 1955, gait hades the end of compulsory military service. ‘ 
[ introduced the bill as a result of a situation which was called to 
my attention last year in which an unarmed Air Force plane was shot 
down across the Soviet border in Soviet Armenia last year. It had 
aboard 17 men who were, as I have said, aboard an unarmed. Air 
Force plane. The copilot of the plane, Lt. John Sim son, was married 
to a young lady who is a resident of my district. He is survived by 
that young widow and his two children now residing in the district. — 
At the time the plane was shot down the family was concerned about 
the whereabouts of the plane and whether or not Lieutenant Simpson 
had survived the incident. 
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I had an opportunity to confer with the Air Force and the State 
Department at that time trying to get information about Lieutenant 
Sumpson. 

According to the information received from the Air Force and the 
Department of State, the plane was on an assigned military mission 
to study radiowave propagation. The plane was normally based in 
Germany and was sent down to Adana, Turkey, because it had 
special equipment to study the characteristics of radiowave reception. 

The crew was assigned by the Air Force to fly from Adana up to 
Trabzon on the Black Sea end then down to Lake Van and return. 

The plane was on its return when, it is believed through a naviga- 
tional error, it flew into Soviet airspace, was intercepted by Soviet 
planes and immediately shot. down. 

Mr. Chairman, at the time I was conferring with the representatives 
of the Air Force and the State Department I received a definite im- 
pression that the navigationel error was induced by the Russians so 
that the plane would be attracted «cross the border. 

I do not have a statement from the Air Force and the State Depart- 
ment to that effeet, but I am convinced that that is true. 

On September 24, 1958, the Soviet Government turned over to the 
Air Foree at the Soviet frontier the remains of 6 persons of the 17 
aboard the plane. One of the bodies was identified as that of 
Lieutenant Simpson. Two of these bodies could not be identified. 

The Soviet Government has consistently stated that the plane 
crashed and that it knows nothing of the remaining men, 11 men. 
However, the Soviet Government has forbidden anyone representing 
this Government to see the remains of the plane, and to this date’we 
Pe ti gg to know what happened to the remaining men or to 
the plane. Git) 

The remains of Lieutenant Simpson were returned to Austin, Tex., 
and buried on November 9, 1958. His widow and two sons, ages 4 
years and 13 months, now live in Austin. 

Lieutenant Simpson was cnly 27 years of age and had not been 
able to accumulate an estate for his family. He left $10,000 life 
insurance and no property. His widow is now attempting to maintain 
« home for herself and the two small children with her only income 
being paid by the Veterans’ Administration and socia] security. The 
social security payments will be discontinued at the time the two 
boys reach age 18, just the time when funds will be needed for their 
education. 

A most recent case in point involves the deaths of two U.S. soldiers 
and the injury of a third on July 9 in an encounter with the Commu- 
nist Vietnamese. These three men were part of an eight-man US. 
Military Assistance Advisory Group attached to the South Viet- 
namese Army at Bienhoa, 20 miles northeast of Saigon, to train 
soldiers of anti-Communist South Vietnam in use of American- 
supplied weapons. These men were on an assigned mission and were 
killed or injured during the performance of their military duties. 

You will recall the dis atching of American troops to Lebanon last 
summer. That. is onal example of peacetime military service 


which could have taken untold lives and caused untold suffering 
among survivors. 

l cite that-as an example of what can happen in the so-called peace- 
time military service. 
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I was very pleased to have had the opportunity to vote for the 
War Orphans Scholarship Act. I think it is a fine piece of legislation. 
It permits the Government of the United States to fulfill some of the 
obligations of the parent that gave his life in the service of his country. 
The principle is correct and sound and the technicality which now 
stands between the children of servicemen who lose their lives in the 

rformance of military duty should be removed. There is no justi- 

cation for making a distinction between the surviving children of 
servicemen simply because a technical state of peace exists. 

I doubt that you or I or anyone else can explain to the widow of 
Lieutenant Simpson or their children that a man who was killed at the 
time of World War II driving a jeep is different from the case of a 
man who was performing a military duty and was induced to cross 
the military border and was shot down by a power such as the Russian 
Government, and I don’t think anyone else can make that distinction. 

Our servicemen are being called upon to perform their duties in 
remote areas of the world, sometimes under the most hazardous 
conditions, and the enactment of this bill would provide some measure 
of protection for the children of those who lose their lives in the per- 
formance of military duty. 

In view of the objection posed to H.R. 4306, I am perfectly willing 
to suggest that the bill be amended to provide only for the children 
of parents dying from service-connected disabilities incurred as a 
result of the performace of military duty or the performance of the 
military mission such as the example I have cited. 

The concept that benefits of this type will be payable only to those 
persons who lose their lives from a service-connected cause is not a 
new concept. 

Our present structure of peacetime compensation for death and 
disability was based on this principle. It seems logical to carry it 
forward in extending the benefits of the war orphans scholarship 
program to the children of peacetime servicemen who are killed in 
the performance of their military duties. 

Mr. Chairman, so far as the cost of the bill under the amendment as 
I have suggested it is concerned, I am not able to estimate it but I 
am informed that if itis limited to those in the nature I have suggested, 
it will be about 20 percent of the cost of the original bill which I 
introduced. 

I sincerely hope that the subcommittee will see fit to report this bill 
favorably, and if it sees fit to adopt the amendment it will be reported 
favorably, which I think is a just and equitable cause. 

Thank you for hearing me. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Adair? 

Mr. Apair. Did I understand you to say that if the proposed 
amendments were adopted it would reduce the cost in your opinion, 
to about 20 percent? 

. Mr. TuHornperry. That is what I understand. I was unable to 
find from anybody a definite estimate on it. 

I had better put it this way, Mr. Adair, if I may: Death from 
service-connected disability in the performance of a military mission 
would be about 20 percent of those deaths, and that is what I base it on. 

Mr. Aparr. In other words, in the report from the Veterans’ 
Administration it was estimated that the top annual cost might run 
as much as $3 million. 
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Mr. THornserry. That is correct. 

Mr. Aparr. So this would reduce it down to—— 

Mr. Tuornserry. The Veterans’ Administration would be in a 
far better position to answer this. 

I am not here to say that I want to advocate a measure which will 
cost too much. 

I would say if there are many cases such as the one I cited, then 
$3 million is not too much, 

We have to look at these things from a relative viewpoint. I am 
not one to be introducing bills which call for excessive spending of 
money, but I do say that it is impossible from my viewpoint, and 
anybody’s viewpoint, just because we say we are technically at peace 
with Russia, and | will not go into that relationship. If we have any 
more cases like this one, I would say a cost of $3 million a year is not 
too much if you compare it to other things we spend, even within the 
area over which this committee has jurisdiction. 

Mr. Dorn. I assume, too, it would be of some help in bolstering 
the morale of our men who are in this periphery every day in trying 
to guard the free world against sneak attacks. I know families who 
have loved ones performing this type of service. 

Mr. THornBeRRY. You are correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much for your fair and excellent state- 
ment. 

Members of the subcommittee, it is also our great pleasure to 
have with us this morning our distinguished colleague fron "Petes. Mr. 
Beckworth. 

He is a friend of long standing, and a very able and conscientious 
Member of the Congress. 

We will be glad to hear you in behalf of your bill. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN LINDLEY BECKWORTH ON 
H.R. 7724 


Mr. Becxwortu. I want to thank you, Chairman Dorn, and our 
colleague from Texas, the chairman of the Veterans’ Committee 
Hon. Olin Teague, for giving the opportunity to those of us interested 
in this legislation to be heard in connection with the legislation. 

This legislation is not new legislation. At the last session Senator 
Yarborough, of Texas, the author of a bill similar to the one in behalf 
of which I appear, was able to pass through the Senate identical legis- 
lation with my bill 7724. 

My interest in the subject arose as a result of an experience I had 
with a young man in our congressional district. 

As a result I worked on this matter some last session, and at the 
beginning of this session of Congress I introduced H.R. 2143, not 
precisely similar to the bill we are holding hearings on this morning, 
7724, but just about the same. 4 : 

When a favorable report was given by the Veterans’ Administration 
in connection with Senator Yarborough’s bill, a bill similar to the one 
that he sponsored successfully in the Senate last session, and si 
to S. 906, which he introduced in this session, I introduced H.R. 7724 
feeling such a move would be conducive to passing the legislation 
through both Houses of the Congress since a favorable report from 
the VA, I repeat, has been given in connection with both bills. 
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Mr. Dorn. Was there much opposition to it in the Senate? 

Mr. Becxworts. I think it passed unanimously. I do not recall 

there was any 
~ The heart of the bill, and it is very brief, is in this clear language: 
_ As used in this section the term ‘‘change of program of education or training” 
shall not be deemed to include a change from the pursuit of one program to pursuit 
of another where the first program is prerequisite to, or generally required for, 
entrance into pursuit of the second. 

To illustrate, if I understand the situation correctly, when a veteran 
indicates that, he proposes to obtain a bachelor’s degree under the 
GI bill, he has the right to elect, after he obtains that degree, to work 
for a master’s degree, and he can get aid.under the GI bill.as he pursues 
his master’s degree.. 

If at the conclusion, however, of that work he then determines he 
wants to obtain a Ph, D. degree, it is interpreted, and the Veterans’ 
Administration indicates it must under the law, that this is a second 
change in his program, in which situation the veteran can no longer 
be paid. It occurs to me this is very unrealistic. 

Dorn. Although he might be studying identically the. same 
thi 


r. BeckwortH, Exactly. We all have been to schoo! enough to 
know that when a person begins as a freshman, or even in his sopho- 
more or junior year, he is probably not aware that he will be working 
on a Ph. D. later. That is a decision which comes as he progresses, 
and the Veterans’ Administration recognized, when the GI bill was 
rewritten to prevent course hopping, and course hopping was a 
problem, that this kind of problem could exist, and called attention— 
as I read their reports—to the prospective problem at that time. 

I do want to call your attention to this one fact: In the bill I in- 
troduced at the beginning of the session, H.R. 2143, which is almost 
identical to the one we are hearing, I had a provision of a retroactive 
nature in it where those veterans who have been deprived of schooling, 
and where they have gone ahead in spite of the fact of the deprivation 
and paid for their schooling, that they would have the opportunity to 
be pee that money, 

he Veterans’ Administration opposes this provision. 
- I would like, however, to submit for the record an amendment that 
you might consider in your wisdom which would give those veterans 
who actually have been deprived of something because of: the inter- 
pretation the Veterans’ a dcninebrasser. has been compelled to give 
the language of the legislation. : 

I-;doubt seriously that the Congress, with its opposition to vetro- 
active legislation, would approve it, but I have.an amendment which 
provides you an to consider it. 

Mr. Quictzy. Does the Veterans’ Administration indicate how 
people might be affeeted, by such,a retroactive provision? 

. Beckwortu. It has not. I do know positively they oppose it, 
however. 

Mr, Quiauey. I think I. might be. inclined to be opposed.to it for 
ohe reason, 

. As I would understand your amendment, and as I understood your 
original bill, a fellow who was told by the Veterans’ Administration 
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when he made a decision to seek his Ph. D. that he was out because 
this was his third hop, and he ow ahead and pays it out of his own 
pocket, your amendment would reimburse him? 

Mr. Beckwortn. Right. 

Mr. Quie.iey. On the other hand, a veteran similarly situated, who 
when he was told when he went after his Ph. D. he was not qualified 
because it was his third hop, if he did not have the money in his pocket 
and did net go ahead, and. was satisfied with his master’s, this amend- 
ment would not reimburse him at all. 

While you are trying to do justice I am not so sure you would 
achieve it. 

Mr. Beckwortu. According to Mr. Menger, with whom I have 
worked in connection with this legislation, his interpretation is that 
that one which you said could not continue in school could, under the 
terms of the bill that you are hearing this morning, resume his studies. 
Mr. Right. 

Mr. Becxwortu. His language is this: 


The difference between the two bills in general is that H.R. 7724 would apply 
prospectively— 


the bill you are hearing this morning— 


permitting such veterans to continue to receive or resume receipt of education 
under the GI bill— 


so according to our legislative counsel it is possible that the veteran 
you are talking about, Mr. Quigley, cound resume his program. 
Mr. yee Passage of time might not make it feasible or 
practical, but still Congress would not have deprived him of that right, 
Mr. Becxwortu. That is right. You are correct and your point 
is well taken and I can see it. : 
I believe that is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. I ask to have my 
proposed amendment made a part of the record at this point. =, 


AMENDMENT TO H.R, 7724 


On pags 1, immediately below line 10, insert the following: 

“Sec. 2, (a) Where a veteran pursuing education under chapter 33 of title 38, 
United States Code, changed his program of education before the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, and such change would have been approved by the Administrator 
under section 1622 of title 38, United States Code, if the amendment made by this 
Act had been in effect when such change was made, then upon application the 
Administrator shall pay to such veteran an amount equal to the total educational 
assistance allowance which would have been re to such veteran under such 
chapter 33 after such change in program and before the date of application if such 
change had been approved, to the extent that such veteran has any unused period 
of eligibility remaining at the time such payment is made. 

“(b) References in this section to any provision of title 38, United States Code, 
shall be deemed to refer also to the corresponding provision of the Veterans 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952.” 


ae Aparr. I have no questions, You have made this bill very 
clear. 
Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much, Mr. Beckworth. 
Gentlemen of the subcommittee, we have Mr. Stover, of the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars. 
We are glad to have you, Mr. Stover, 
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STATEMENT OF FRANCIS W. STOVER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, VFW, AND NORMAN JONES, 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF REHABILITATION, VETERANS OF 
FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Stover. With me is Mr. Norman Jones, our assistant director 
of rehabilitation, Mr. Chairman. 
~ Tam Francis W. Stover, assistant director of the national legislative 
service, Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

I deeply appreciate this opportunity to come here this morning and 
present the viewpoint of the Veterans of Foreign Wars on these two 
pieces of legislation, Mr. Chairman. 

We do not have any mandate with respect to the bill H.R. 7724 
which would clarify the meaning of the term “change of program of 
education for training.” 

However, this particular legislative proposal was before the Con- 
es during the last session of the 85th Congress, and when a similar 

ill was considered by the Senate, we have not heard any objections 
to this or similar legislation. 

In the absence of any mandate I believe therefore our organizatién 
would favor this bill in principle if the opportunity arose for them to 
take a position with respect to it. 

The other bill, H.R. 4306, which is considerably more far-reaching, 
would provide education and training under the war orphans’ educa- 
tional assistance act for survivors of veterans whose veteran father 
died during the service, we do have a position with respect to this 
bill, and I would like to read it into the record. ; 

Recommending an amendment to Public Law 634, 84th Congress, making sur- 
viving children of war veterans who died as a result (cause or contributory cause) 
of disease or injury incurred in or aggravated by military service and for which 
compensation, at wartime rates or dependency and indemnity compensation, is 
payable, eligible for education assistance benefits (Res. 5). 

We construe this to mean that educational benefits should be pro- 
vided to the children of veterans who died in the performance of their 
military duties, especially those who died under conditions which would 
be considered to be extra hazardous or as a result of an instrumentality 
of war. This position I believe would be in line with what Congress- 
—_ ‘Thornberry presented in behalf of the servicemen who died in 

ussia. 

‘ a of that we do not have any position with the remainder of the 


Mr. Jones, would you like to make any comments on that bill? 

Mr. Norman D. Jones, Mr. Chairman, for about 10 or 12 years 
before I came to Washington with the Veterans of Foreign Wars I 
was a director of a State veterans’ commission which also served as an 
organization for veterans’ training. In that capacity I was quite 
familiar with many of the problems involved in the administration of 
the GI bills and the war orphans’ educational assistance bill. 

_ This clarification under the Korean GI bill is a very fine thought 
and certainly should receive the favorable consideration of Congress. 

This next point I want to mention is not directly related to this 
bill before you for consideration, H.R. 4306, to amend the war orphans’ 
eduentieiual assistance program. Further I want to state that we 
have no mandate or position on this point, but it is a problem we have 
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observed in our program of assisting +these»children, and for that 

reason I would like to call it to your attention. 

This concerns the age limit of 23 beyond which most of these children 
aay be paid benefits under the War Orphans’ Educational Assist- 
ance Act. 

As you know, the World War II GI bill and the Korean GI bill gave 
veterans substantially longer time to complete training. 

Some of these children eligible under the War Orphans’ Act are well 
beyond 18 when they get out of high school, perhaps because they had 
special problems of illness. 

Others who get. out of high school at perhaps the regular age of 
approamately 18 face problems which necessitate their dropping out 
of school for a number of years, and in some of those cases, perhaps 
not a substantial number, they cannot complete their 4 years of 
college or 36 months of traming, whatever it may be, by age 23. 

We have no particular suggestion to make except possibly that the 
age limit could be extended a year or two or some authority be given 
to make extensions where there are extenuating circumstances. 
mreely call the problem to your attention. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much. r 

Mr. Stover. That very briefly is our position on these two bills. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you, gentlemen. I appreciate your coming. 

Now we would like to hear from Mr. R. P. Bland, of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

STATEMENT OF R. P. BLAND, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE SERV- 
ICES, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, VETERANS’ ADMIN- 
ISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY W. B. GUNDLACH, ASSISTANT 
DIRECTOR OF THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EDU- 
CATION SERVICE, VETERANS BENEFITS; FRED BRANAN, JAMES 
G. DONALD, FROM THE COMPENSATION AND PENSION SERVICE 
OF THE VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Buanp. I will act at your ag Fee Mr. Chairman. 

I am accompanied by Mr. W. B. Gundlach, an Assistant Director 
of the Vocational Rehsbilitation and Education Service. 

With him is his associate, Mr, Fred Branan, and in the room in a 
few moments will be Mr. James G. Donald, from the Compensation 
and Pension Service of the same Department. 

We believe that enactment of H.R. 7724 is desirable and would 
improve the program of education and training for veterans of the 
Korean conflict, This proposed amendment would liberalize the 
provisions on change of program. .At present the veteran can make 
only one change in his program of education or training. The law 
requires that a veteran’s program be directed toward a predetermined 
educational, vocational, or professional objective. The purpose of 
these limitations was to prevent what is known as course hopping 
where a trainee may successively pursue a number of unrelat 
courses until he has obtained monetary allowances over the full 
period of his entitlement. Abuses of this kind had developed under 
the World War II program, which did not contain similar restraints. 

In the situation at which H.R. 7724 is aimed, these generally 
sound provisions work a hardship on the veteran. It has happened 


DR, 
ES, 
OF 
tor 
ive 
nd 
wo 
24 
of 
yn- 
lar 
ns 
6n 
to 
ig, 
er 
11s 
ir- 
se) 
ch 
1s 
o- 
ld 
Ly 
in 
1e 
I's 
I 
n 
3) 
of 
it 
3. 
is 
3? 


654 AMENDMENTS TO WAR ORPHANS’ EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE ACT 


in some cases that the veteran does not take the precaution of specify- 
ing in advance that his program objective is the highest goal toward 
which he may aspire. 
A good example is where the veteran selects a program leading to 
a bachelor’s degree. If he desires, after completing work for that 
degree, to obtain a master’s degree, he may do so by making the one 
permissible change of program which the law allows him. However, 
since this would count as a change of program he could not make a 
later progressive change leading to a doctor’s degree, because he 
would have already exhausted his rights to change his program. 
Had the veteran specified the doctor’s degree as his program objec- 
tive from the outset, his successive pursuit of courses in this example 
would not have involved even one change of program. 
This may appear to be a rather technical result, but it was foreseen 
as a possibility in the report of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs in 
1952 when the committee reported favorably the bill which became 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. Precisely the 
same situation as that outlined in the example given was described in 
that committee report. It was apparently felt that the veteran 
should be required to plan his program very carefully in advance of 
commencing it, thus encouraging him to bring to bear upon his selec- 
tion of a program objective the very best judgment of what he was 
most fitted to do. 
We believe from Sapersence in the program that, as applied to the 
type of situation which we have described, the present requirements 
are too rigid. If they are relaxed to the limited extent proposed in 
H.R. 7724, there will not be any significant danger of indiscriminate 
“course hopping.” ‘To the contrary, a veteran who is moving toward 
a program objective which is the end result of pursuing successive 
courses will be permitted to do so so long as there are merely involved 
changes from the pursuit of one program to another where the first 
program is a prerequisite to or generally required for entrance into 
the second. 
H.R. 4306 presents a basic question of policy concerning benefits 
wing out of military service after the end of the Korean conflict. 
‘his is one of several pending bills to provide benefits of a special 
kind on the theory that service during the time the draft is in effect 
gives rise to readjustment and other problems comparable to those 
sustained from wartime service. 
This bill would provide educational assistance for the children of 
ersons who die as the result of service during the period beginning 
ebruary 1, 1955, and ending when the draft laws are no longer in 
effect. This type of benefit was established by the War Orphans’ 
Educational Assistance Act in 1956, originating with the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. That program now applies only to children of 
veterans who die from disability incurred in World War I, World 
War II, or the Korean conflict. AL. tien 

A monthly allowance is paid while the child is pursuing a program 
of education beyond the secondary school level. Special restorative 
training may be given with the aid of these allowances where the 
child is handicapped by a physical or mental disability. In adminis- 
trative details the program is patterned after the educational program 
for veterans under the Korean GI bill. The general age limitations 
are 18 to 23, but restorative training may be given as early as age 14. 
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At the time of its enactment, the war.orphans’ p was recog- 
nized as a material expansion of the Government’s obligation to the 
dependents of war veterans who die from service causes. The claims 
of the immediate family dependents—the widow, child, or dependent 
parent—have been taken care of through the longstanding system of 
monthly compensation payments. In the case of a child, these pay- 
ments are even continued beyond the normal age limit of 18 years and 
until his 21st birthday if he is attending college. 

Grant of the highly unusual added benefit under the War Orphans’ 
Act. was closely limited to the child of a veteran whose death resulted 
from disability incurred within the war periods. 

We believe that Congress properly limited this unusual supplemen- 
tary assistance to circumstances produced by war service. The initial 
bills even restricted it to cases in which the veteran had died from 
combat or similar causes, but this was relaxed to cover disabilities 
generally incurred in line of duty during the war. The program is in 
effect a war-service preference benefit. It is geared to the family 
dislocations and the special conditions, including more widespread 
hazards, growing out of war service with its attendant mass mobiliza- 
tion and indefinite periods of service. 

There are important differences in the nature and circumstances of 
service at the present time as compared to service while the Nation 
was at war. It is true that the child of a serviceman who dies as the 
result of a service-connected disability in time of peace may be faced 
with difficulties in obtaining a college education similar to those en- 
countered by the orphan children of deceased war veterans. How- 
ever, we can see very little difference in practice between problems of 
this kind occurring as the result of service during the period of the 
draft and those which flow from deaths arising from service in a normal 
time of peace. Except for the fact that in normal peacetime the 
service would be performed largely by those followiag a military 
career, the circumstances would remain much the same. 

Enactment of this legislation, though now limited to the draft 
period, could easily lay » foundation for making of this a permanent 
program. As such, it would sharply deviate from the purpose of the 
original war orphans’ program as a form of special assistance to the 
surviving children of those who served in time of war. 


_ It is pertinent also to consider the recent action of the Congress in 


revising the basic system of survivors’ benefits in those cases where 
@ veteran dies from service causes. The so-called Survivor Benefits 
Act, which was passed in 1956 and became effective on January 1, 
1957, followed a long study by a select committee of the Congress in 
this area. In 1956, the war orphans’ legislation was also being con- 
sidered by the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. : 

The program of monthly compensation payments which was erected 
by the Survivor Benefits Act was designed primarily to cover deaths 
as the result of service on and after January 1, 1957, though a right 
of election was extended to prior cases. Somewhat more liberal rates 
of compensation on account of death were provided for orphan chil- 
dren who were left without either parent than had been provided under 
the old laws. For example, where there is but one such orphan child 
without a living mother or father, the montbly payment is $70. While 
this ordinarily stops at. age 18, it continues until 21 if the child is 
attending an approved educational institution. is is a substantial 
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zeongnition of the special needs of children who are attending college 
and have not yet begun to earn for themselves. 

Where there is a surviving widow, the new system generally does 
not provide extra payments on account of the child. Here again 
however, there is special recognition of extra needs during the period 
the child is attending college, and the survivor benefit allows direct 
to the child an amount of $35 per month between ages 18 and 21 if 
he is attending an approved institution. 

It is our view that the war orphans’ program should not be further 
extended as proposed by H.R. 4306. e feel that the most reliable 
system, which considers also the claims of other classes of dependents 
is the compensation che po and that the special form of e ucational 
assistance now provided outside of the compensation program should 
continue to be limited to war cases. Extension of this program into 
the peacetime area would certainly seem unwarranted where there is 
absent a readjustment education program for veterans themselves. 

As to the latter, the Veterans’ Administration has pointed out in 
its reports on other bills various reasons why it feels that this type of 
readjustment benefit is not appropriate for veterans who serve during 
a time of peace, including the period in which the draft laws are 
applicable. 

é cannot estimate the increase in cost which would result from 
enactment of H.R. 7724 dealing with change of program, but the 
added cost would in any event be relatively pen e have esti- 
mated that H.R. 4306 would produce benefit costs during the first 
5 years as follows: Approximately $114,000 in fiscal year 1960; 
$339,000 in fiscal year 1961; $656,000 in fiscal year 1962; $1,100,000 
in fiscal year 1963; and $1,500,000 in fiscal year 1964. Annual cost 
of H.R. 4306 would rise slowly after the first 5 years to a peak of 
probably not more than $3 million per year. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recently advised on identical Senate 
bills that it concurs in our recommendation of the proposal embodied 
in H.R. 7724, but strongly recommends that the proposal contained 
in H.R. 4306 not be enacted. 

Mr. Dorn. Is the change in the world situation regarding space 
and science tied in here, also, so there is a larger need for this now? 

Mr. Buanp. Frankly, I had not thought of that in relation to H.R. 
7724 but it is pertinent here. This would offer encouragement for 
these people to go ahead on a progressive type of program. I think 
that is entirely relevant to this situation. 

I might mention in that connection that we reported on a different 
bill and did object, as Mr. Beckworth stated to you, to the retroactive 
payment feature. 

ou probably will consider that. The grounds of our objection 
were twofold. — 

Number one, after all, this is a distinct change of policy. It was 
a policy consciously formulated. in the first place. 

ft is now a distinct change in policy, and the general legislative 
approach, in a situation of that kind, as I understand it, has been 
through the years to make the new policy prospective only. 

In the second place, we would run into some administrative diffi- 
culties with respect to attandance records, and that sort of thing, 
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where the man has moved forward on his training in the past, and we 
are now undertaking to determine whether or not that was quali 
training so as to justify the retroactive payments. 

It is the view of the Veterans’ Administration that the retroactive 
amendment should not be made. 

Incidentally , the cost of this bill—H.R. 7724—either with or without 
the retroactive provision, is minimal. Very few cases would be 
affected, so there is eae? no a cost problem here. 

The Bureau of the udget has advised that it concurs in the 
administration’s recommendation on H.R. 7724. 3 

Mr. Dorn. With respect to the retroactive feature, there is no 
way in the world that can be fairly administered, such as my friend 
from Pennsylvania pointed out. | | 

If you'seek to benefit one category you would be unfair to another. 

Mr. Buanp. In this respect it might, Mr. Dorn. | 

Mr. Quigley pointed out a situation of a man who had dropped out 
of this program in the past because he could not make this change. 
He had already made one change. 

Then I believe it was explained to you, sir, that under this bill he 
could come back in. I think that is probably true. _ 

These veterans, having started a program, are permitted an inter- 
ruption of 12 continuous months and even beyond that, if it is for 
reasons beyond their control. I suppose the absence of a permissive 
law would be a reason beyond the veteran’s control, so that a hiatus 
of more than 12 months might be excusable under these circumstances. 

But I think it was further observed that some of these veterans who 
might have encountered that kind of situation have gotten older, have 
gone out into civilian life, have resumed their occupations or started 
new ones, and that perhaps they are less inclined to take a 
of this privilege now than they would have been in the past at the 
proper time, 

In that situation, if there are such cases, it would seem to be dis- 
criminatory Seaines them to provide retroactive payments for those 
who continued in training at their own expense. 

Mr. Chairman, the other bill, H.R. 4306, is one we have not been 
able to favor either on the Senate side or on this side, as I mentioned 
in my statement. This is the proposal to extend the War Orphans’ 
Education program to children of persons dying from disability in- 
curred in service during the draft period. 

(Discussion held off the record.) . ; 

_ Mr. Buanp. I might say here, Mr. Chairman, the subject has come 
up in the testimony with respect to certain incidents involving hazard- 
ous service, notably the airplane incident over Russia. é 

It would not be necessary to extend this War Orphans education 
program outright in order to take care of that kind of an ‘incident. _ 

As ‘you know, we now have in the disability compensation structure, 
for application to ‘peacetime situations, a provision that the wartime 
rate oF compensation will be payable if the disability was incurred 


under extra hazardous conditions. 
This program could be extended to just that type of case. We do 
not feel, as a matter of policy, that it should be, 


but I simply throw 
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that out with particular reference to the kind of special situations 
that have been described here in the previous testimony. 

Mr. Dorn. Questions? 

Mr. apg I have no questions. 

Mr. Buanp. I would like to add to that the following: If, for ex- 
ample, you had an amendment that just.covered the extra hazard 
cases, that would greatly cut down the costs of this program. 

Something was said x sam 20 percent here, I think it would prob- 
ably be less than 20 percent of the cost we have estimated for TLR. 
4306. 

There has been some mention of a somewhat broader coverage in 

cases where the disability leading to death directly resulted from the 
performance of active duty. 
_ That, of course, would involve greater cost than the extra hazard 
=a but materially less cost than the bill in its present form. It 
probably would cut out all incidents occurring while a man is on leave 
or 

It would have the effect, under the draft which I have seen, how- 
ever, of cutting out.a very large portion of the disease cases. 

We have had experience with a similar amendment of the Emer- 
gency Officers Retirement Act. in 1933, and that had the effect of 
eutting out a large number of cases which had previously been let in 
under the broad line of duty provisions of the original Emergency 
Officers Act. The so-called performance of duty relationship, the 
causative factor, has.a special bearing in determining whether or not 
disease flows from the performance of duty. 

I believe that the practice was to require a showing by the claimant 
himself that the disease was related to the extra stresses of the service, 
which is a very difficult thing to do. 

If you had an amendment of that kind it would very materially cut 
down on the number of cases covered. 

It would involve some administrative difficulties. Undoubtedly 
it would lay the foundation for pressures to open the proposed. edu- 
cational program wide and place it on a broad line of duty basis, 
= has been our general experience in that sort of legislation in 

past. 

I think an amendment of that kind probably would cover the type 
of case Mr. Thornberry has. outlined here—either the extra hazard 
amendment or the performance of duty amendment. 

Mr. Aparr. Do I understand that the Veterans’ Administration is 
ms to either of those types of amendments? 

r. Buanp. Yes, Mr. Adair. I think we must say so in view of 
the rather broad factors which underly the VA opposition to the 
present bill. 

Mr. Aparr. Even though, as you and Mr. Thornberry pointed out 
if legislation embodying, we will my an extra hazardous type of 
amendment should be put in, it wo d cut the cost to 20 percent or 
possibly even less. 

Mr. Buanp. Yes, that is true, Mr. Adair. I do not think that the 
opposition here to the bill that you have before you is based so much 
upon cost. 

Mr. Avarr. I understand your view. 
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Mr. Buianp. The cost is not tremendous. It is not a gigantic 
cost. It is a matter of principle and I believe that would carry over 
to the amendments we have here. 

Mr. Dorn. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you very much. 

We are always glad to have you appear before us and we are pleased 
with your presentation. 

Mr. Buanp. Thank you; sir. I am always glad to be here. 

Mr. Dorn. The hearings are concluded and the committee will 
now go into executive session. 
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